Purpose -The aim of this study is to explore drivers of Corporate Community Involvement (CCI) initiatives and the challenges faced by companies in measuring the social impact of their initiatives.
Introduction
As the most visible part of CSR, Corporate Community Involvement (CCI) is on the rise as more companies recognise the many benefits of being socially responsible (Hess & Warren, 2008; Scott, 2007; Smith & Langford, 2009 ). Peloza (2009) suggests that firms with poor social reputations suffer stock market declines twice the size of those experienced by firms with positive social reputations. However, despite voluminous research examining CCI, a recent joint project of the Aspen Institute, Boston University and the Marketing Science Institute (2007) suggests that academics and practitioners still do not pay enough attention to measure its effects on stakeholders (Bhattacharya & Korschun, 2007) . Most of the corporate responsibility measurement guidelines, standards, and reporting frameworks that have been developed over the last decade have remained primarily at the level of capturing companies' inputs and in some cases outputs with respect to their social and community initiatives (Margolish & Walsh, 2003) . So it still largely remains the case that many CCI initiatives reported by companies merely emphasise the dollars spent or time dedicated by staff through volunteering on a particular project rather than discuss the outcomes of a particular social initiative for the intended community (Porter & Kramer, 2007; Zappalà, 2010) . Thus, the aim of this study is to increase the understanding of why companies initiate CCI and the challenges faced by companies in measuring their social impact. This study component is structured as follows: first section presents the research questions and the identified research gaps; second section discusses a review of relevant theories related to CCI literature; third section presents the proposed research methodology; fourth section discusses the findings, and finally, fifth section discusses other findings found in this study and finally, the last section presents the conclusions and limitations of this study.
Research Questions
Much research attention has only focused on the returns for business instead of the social returns or benefits for recipients. Despite repeated calls from many researchers for more work exploring how and to what extent intended recipient benefits are measured by companies (Du et al., 2008; Kotler & Lee, 2005) , it appears that most companies are still unable to measure the impacts of their CCI (Atkinson et al., 2000; Brammer & Millington, 2003; Zappalà, 2010) . Thus, the following research questions are explored in this study:
1.
Why do companies decide to undertake and measure a CCI initiative in the community?
There is a need to identify the reasons which lead companies to adopt and measure CCI activities. Increasingly, corporations see themselves in difficult situations, caught between critics demanding a higher level of CSR and investors applying relentless pressure to maximise short-term profit (Porter & Kramer, 2007) . One factor of a firm's success is how it manages its relationship with stakeholders. Stakeholders with differing motives will put pressure on the firm to commence CSR (Aguilera et al., 2007) . However, according to stakeholder theory, it is not only the stakeholders who are able to influence the firms, but firms also have the ability to influence society and various stakeholders (Freeman, 1984) . In addition, it is important to identify who is involved in the decision making process within the company. The Centre for Corporate Public Affairs ' (2007) survey shows that more than 90% of the programmes were created and developed by the public affairs staff; around 60% of the time, the CEO or board are always involved in the decision process, but less than 50% are involved in developing and determining specific initiatives for community involvement.
Analysis of the drivers in commencing a particular initiative would help identify why a company decided to initiate and measure a particular CCI initiative.
Why are companies unable to measure the social impact of their CCI?
It appears that most companies are still unable to measure the impact of the CCI even though research shows that information about companies' social and ethical behaviour would influence what consumers buy (Pomering & Johnson, 2009 ). According to Morimoto et al. (2005) , there is little agreement between corporations regarding CCI measurement. As discussed in the literature review, there are several external CSR or CCI reporting guidelines or standards used by corporations, but these are still in their infancy with much scope for improvement. The use of reporting guidelines is voluntary and not externally assessed.
According to Kotler and Lee (2005) , of all the best practices related to CCI, evaluation strategies are the least developed and researched. This study will explore what are some of the challenges in measuring the impact of CCI activities.
Literature Review
The purpose of this literature review is to establish a theoretical framework relevant to CCI, and to define key terms, definition and terminologies. We will examine current practices in CCI. This review will assist us in identifying research gaps within CCI studies.
The first stream of the review deals with stakeholder and public choice theory. The second stream of research deals with CCI definitions, externalities, strategies, measurements, and consequences. Consequently, initial working propositions will be developed and subsequently refined by results from the empirical research to address the research questions.
Stakeholder Theory and Public Choice Theory
A compelling argument which explores why companies are motivated to invest in social responsibility programs can be found in the domains of stakeholder theory (Argandona, 1998; Harvey & Schaefer, 2001; Pirsch et al., 2006; Post, 2003) and public choice theory (Buchanan, 1973; Russel, 1979) . When engaging at the micro-level, engagement with identified stakeholders, a stakeholder approach is deemed as the most appropriate theory to explain managerial behaviour (Deegan, 2002; Van der Laan, S. 2009 ).
We will first discuss the concept of stakeholder theory followed by a discussion of public choice theory. Clarkson (1995) developed a stakeholder theory framework incorporating employees, shareholders, customers, suppliers and public shareholders/ investors. The theory can be used to explain specific corporate characteristics and behaviours; identify the connections between stakeholders, and interpret the functions of companies (Brammer & Millington, 2003; Donaldson & Preston, 1995; Maignan & Ferrell, 2004) . However, Mitchell, Agle, & Wood, 2007 contend that the framework does not separate the level of importance between the primary and the secondary stakeholders. In addition, it is still unclear what 'salience' or degree managers give priority to amongst competing stakeholder claims. Wood and Jones (1995, p. 243) suggest that empirical research in CSR and stakeholder relationships must be concerned with: "(1) which stakeholder is setting the expectations that are relevant to the CSR being used; (2) which stakeholders experience the effects of company behaviour; (3) which stakeholder is evaluating the company's performance (and on what basis does the stakeholder evaluate performance); and (4) which stakeholder is acting with respect to the firm". Therefore, in order to identify the stakeholder' salience, Mitchell et al. (1997) proposed that managers response will be based on whether each stakeholder possesses these attributes: power (the ability of those who possess power to bring about the outcomes they desire); legitimacy (a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values & beliefs); and urgency (the degree to which stakeholder claims call for immediate action). The salience of a particular stakeholder to the firm's management is 'low' if only one attribute is present, 'moderate' if two attributes are present, and 'high' if all three attributes are present (Mitchell et al., 1997; Wood, 1991) . In regards to CCI, Mitchell et al. (1997) categorised corporate philanthropy recipients as a 'discretionary stakeholder'. This stakeholder lacks both of power and urgent claims and puts no pressure on managers to engage with it in an active relationship. This condition may then influence the nature of community involvement launched by corporations (Brammer & Millington, 2003) .
Furthermore, the drivers behind a companies' decision to get involved in CCI activities can also be explained through the lens of public choice theory (Buchanan & Tullock, 1962) . The theory explains how human society makes decisions about their collective lives (Russel, 1979) . Rooted in economics, public choice theory suggests that companies, individuals, and politicians are assumed to first seek their own self-interest then others. When companies are responding to the need of various stakeholders, they will eventually obtain the benefits from those activities. There is a calculation on the cost and benefits of an action taken by individuals or companies. While CCI is sometimes costly or inconvenient at present, it will bring long term benefits for the company (e.g., retention of staff, attract ethically conscious customers, lead to a reduction in cost through recycling).
Public choice theory claims that politicians and voters are making decisions not in terms of public interest but in terms of their own benefits (Russell, 1979) . Similarly, this concept is reflected through the importance of sustainability of a CCI program through both profit generation and social benefits. This concept is commonly known as enlightened self-interest (Keim, 1978) . Through profit or benefit generation, companies are able to sustain their contributions to the community. From a public choice perspective, when there is no benefit associated with CCI, companies will be less likely to invest in CCI. They are first selfseeking rather than maximizing public interest.
In addition to deliver the benefits for both companies and societies, there are increasing pressures from both the internal (i.e., employees) and the external stakeholders (i.e., Not-For-Profits (NFP), governments and investors) to report their non-financial performance as well as their financial results. A recent report shows that $1 out of every $9
under professional management in the US now involves an element of socially responsible investment (The Economist, 2008) . As a response, companies now are adopting CCI to protect their reputation. However, despite increased attention toward CCI, most companies have not clearly understood the impact of their CCI to the extent that as it produces externalities to recipients. Externalities are costs or benefits which are not transmitted through price and are known as spillover benefits or external benefits (Buchanan & Faith, 1981; Cadeaux, 2000) . Daudigeos & Valiorgue (2011) argue that how firms face different social issues depends on the type of 'negative externalities' they impose on their particular's stakeholders. As argued by Crouch (2006 Crouch ( , p. 1536 , the 'central premise of CCI resides in companies tacking ownership of the generally negative externalities they generate'. Various studies have explored externality as a concept for understanding and defining CCI (e.g., Daudigeos & Valiorgue, 2011; Arcelus & Schafer, 1982; Crouch, 2006) . However, companies have overlooked the impact of external and internal benefit generation as a result of consumption of various products or services. By definition, a public good is a good that is non-excludable and non-rivalrous in use and supply. Non excludable means that no one can be excluded from using the good, while non-rival means the consumption of the goods by one person will not reduce the supply and availability of the goods (Cowen, 1985) . Public goods produced through CCI activities may fall under one of these categories. 
Corporate Community Involvement
The concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is usually applied to corroborate the idea that companies have obligations beyond shareholders and one of the key components of CSR which often is used to address stakeholders is Corporate Community Involvement (CCI) (Zappalà & Cronin, 2002) . Corporate Community Involvement is perhaps one of the most visible aspects of CSR and the predominant manifestation of CSR practices among Australian business (Cronin et al., 2001) . A CCI initiative is about interaction between a company and its immediate environment (Bronn, 2006) . The London
Benchmarking Group (LBG) (2008, p. 2) identified community involvement as the 'wider contributions the company voluntarily makes to the community, usually through partnership with charities and community-based organisations'. CCI is typically interpreted as a prosocial orientation which may require service to benefit the community and which could produce positive impacts or benefits (e.g., healthier communities, improved morale) or negative impacts on communities (e.g., greenwashing or using CCI to mislead consumer's perceptions of a product) (Carroll & Buchholtz, 2000; Garcia et al., 1999) .
CCI strategies may range from donation activity at the discretion of management without an expectation of a profit return, to complex business and community partnerships that are integrated into a business strategy (Centre for Corporate Public Affairs, 2000; Zappalà, 2004) . CCI enlarges the definition of good citizenship to include contributing time, products, money, services, leadership or other resources to the community in which the company operates (Centre for Corporate Public Affairs, 2000). More recently, CCI has moved from the periphery to being an integral component of the firm's business strategy with a pre-determined amount of resources placed in the corporate annual budget cycle (Allen, 2008) . A study reveals that only 9% of companies now report that their CCI are not aligned at all with specific business or industry interests (Allen, 2008) . Companies have now shifted their emphasis on CCI activities as pure philanthropy, to consider such activities as strategic ways to develop competitive advantage. When a company is able to implement a CCI programme effectively, it will improve its corporate image and reputation. This will become another source of competitive advantage, with the expectation that the programme is hard to imitate by others (Hess et al., 2002; Matten & Crane, 2005; Waddock & Boyle, 2002) . Thus, firms are devoting a growing amount of resources to support various community projects (Kotler & Lee, 2005) .
CCI Strategies
Businesses can adopt a variety of strategies for conducting business effectively in communities. Most CCI strategies are considered discretionary. These activities are not mandated by law; instead it is still a voluntary commitment a company makes in choosing and implementing these initiatives (Gyves & O'Higgins, 2008; Kotler & Lee, 2005) . CCI strategies used by corporations in the domain of community involvement/ support fall into four categories: (1) donation, (2) employee volunteering, (3) non-partnership, and (4) partnership. In the financial donation strategy a corporate entity provides fixed funds or donates a percentage of revenue to a specific cause. Financial donation can include sponsorships (Maignan & Ralston, 2002; Lyons & Zappalà, 2008) ; cause related marketing (Kotler & Lee, 2005) ; and 'check book' philanthropy (Galbreath, 2006; Zappalà, 2004) . The second strategy is volunteering which encourages or allows employees to volunteer their time to support local communities (Austin, 2000; Kotler & Lee, 2005; Maignan & Ralston, 2002; McDonald & Warburton, 2003; Zappalà, 2004) . The third strategy of non-partnership involves working directly with the recipients in the community (Hess et al., 2002) , and the fourth strategy is partnership, where an organisation works with one or more non-profit organisations to address a social issue (Berger et al., 2004; Lyons & Zappalà, 2008; Porter & Kramer, 2007; Reed & Reed, 2009 ). Porter and Kramer (2007, p. 12) recommend that "the more closely tied a social issue is to the company's business, the greater the opportunity to leverage the firm's resources and capabilities, and benefit society." Similarly, a recent survey shows that CCI character has changed from a disaggregated philanthropy activities to selective and deeper partnerships with NFP partners where companies attempt to link their core business with the needs of the community (The Allen Consulting Group, 2007). For example: Microsoft nurture information technology skills in various community colleges in the US; GlaxoSmithKline extends access to medications (Heslin & Ochoa, 2008) .
Researchers have conducted various studies to identify the success factors of CCI.
The findings lead to two major recommendations. First, connecting CCI initiatives with the core business of a corporation will increase the effectiveness of an initiative (e.g., Barney, 1991; Barone et al., 2000; Hess et al., 2002; Kotler & Lee, 2005; London & Hart, 2004; Porter & Kramer, 2007; Prahalad, 2005; Smith, 2003; Weaver et al., 1999) . Second, partnership with non-profit organisations will also increase the effectiveness of an initiative (Austin, 2000; Berger et al., 2004; Korten, 1980; Kotler & Lee, 2005; London & Hart, 2004; Prahalad, 2005) . Moreover, Porter & Kramer (2007) recommend that every company sort and rank social issues in terms of potential impact. These will vary from business unit to business unit, industry to industry, and place to place (Porter & Kramer, 2007) . We summarise research on various types of CCI strategies in Table 2 . Consequently, addressing our first research question, the above discussions lead to our second and third working proposition:
Proposition 2:
Increased alignment between CCI initiatives with the core business will increase the effectiveness of CCI initiatives and therefore increase companies' propensity to report and measure the impact of their initiatives.
Proposition 3:
Partnership with not-for-profit organizations will increase the effectiveness of CCI initiatives and therefore increase managers' propensity to measure and report the impact of their initiatives.
Insert Table 2 About Here
CCI impact and reporting
Most research on the impact of CCI mainly analysed the business benefits toward corporations (e.g., Du, Sen & Bhattacharya, 2008) . Some of the benefits found include a positive impact on the present value of a firm's cash flow (Godfrey, 2005; Hamilton et al., 1993; McWilliams & Siegel, 2001; Orlitzky et al., 2003; Waddock & Graves, 1997) ; an increase in positive attitude toward the company and/or the brand Kotler & Lee, 2005; Lichtenstein et al., 2004) ; as an insurance policy in a crisis situation (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000; Ricks, 2005) ; a positive spill-over effect to strategic alliances (Beckmann, 2007; Cornwell & Smith, 2001; Lafferty & Goldsmith, 2005; Ross et al., 1992) ; and providing social license or approval from the local communities in areas where they operate (Gyves & O'Higgins, 2008; Ellis, 1984; Wheelams, 2007) . However, research studying the impacts or consequences of CCI on the recipients, the unexamined stakeholder group in the community, is still very limited (Du et al., 2008; McWilliams et al., 2006) . Furthermore, in order to show a company's accountability to stakeholders, measuring and reporting are important aspects of a CCI (Holland & Gibbon, 2001 ). Zadek (2001) suggests that the purposes for measuring CCI are: (1) to identify what they are trying to accomplish and how best to measure performance against their aims; (2) to identify the implications of their initiatives; (3) to understand in what ways, if any, they can clarify their actions to increasingly sceptical and aggressive stakeholders; (4) to identify whether there are practical alternatives for improving their social performance in ways that will not harm their business performance and in many cases improve it. As the amount of resources contributed to socially responsible companies is increasing, demand for social impact measurement is also growing rapidly (Saul & Moroni, 2008) . Hence, CCI measurement efforts will eventually increase stakeholder's confidence in the authenticity of a program. and it is still up to the corporation as to what they measure (Rosthorn, 2000) . There are also still many disagreements on what terms imply and the differences between them and the criteria used in the rankings also vary widely (Chatterji & Levine, 2006; Porter & Kramer, 2007; Starkey & Welford, 2001 ).
Similarly, Porter & Kramer (2007) contend that many initiatives reported by companies merely emphasise the dollars spent or time dedicated for volunteering, but rarely discuss the impact an initiative has on a community. Hansen & Schrader (1997) found that 75 percent of Germans feel inadequately informed about the social impact of business activities. Similarly, 70 percent of UK consumers agree that businesses do not pay enough attention to their social responsibilities (Dawkins, 2004) . Other researchers voice a similar concern as to what extent the intended recipients benefit from CSR initiatives (Blowfield, 2007; Drucker, 1984; Gourville & Rangan, 2003; Horin, 2007; Kotler & Lee, 2005; Raghubir et al., 2008; The Centre for Corporate Public Affairs, 2007) . It is clear that measuring the impact of CCI on business and society is still a challenge for many businesses. As previously discussed, there is little agreement regarding CCI measurement. Research into consequences can help companies to identify the positive and negative impact, inform decisions about when to start and when to limit such corporate involvement, and direct policies for managing the consequences in the community (Margolis & Walsh, 2003) . We summarise research on CCI consequences in Table 5 . Finally, addressing our second research question, the above discussions lead to our fourth and fifth working proposition:
Proposition 4: Social impact measurements are strongly influenced by the availability of an agreed measurement tool.
Proposition 5:
The inclusion of social impact measurement will increase authenticity of CCI programs perceived by the organisation.
Insert Table 3 About Here

Research Method
Data Collection -In depth Interviews
In order to describe and understand the drivers of CCI and challenges managers face in measuring the social impact of their CCI activities, we used a qualitative approach. We were especially interested in analysing the activities of companies who are actively involved in CCI activities. The unit of analysis is the company CCI initiatives. Two criteria were established for selecting the companies to study: (a) the size of the company -the sample is restricted to companies with 200 or more employees (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001) since large companies have greater capacity to initiate and to manage more complex CCI initiatives (Jenkins, 2006; Quaak et al., 2007) and (b) the level of CCI based on companies'
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) publications (such as reports, websites, and public statements) which suggest the companies recognise the trend towards higher social demands from the public, and that they are actively pursuing a socially responsible image (Gossling & Vocht, 2007; Mah, 2004) . In terms of data collection, a major part of our data collection effort consisted in conducting semi-structured interviews with managers involved in CCI activities. List of companies from the not-for-profit organisations in Australia focusing on CSR (e.g., St. James Ethics Center, Center for Social Impact) were used to identify firms and respondents. An introduction letter was first sent to the appropriate managers followed by a courtesy call to confirm their availability. Each interview lasted approximately 45-60 minutes with the face-to-face interviews recorded and the audio records transcribed by professional transcribers for further analysis.
We conducted semi-structured interviews with various CSR or CCI managers from Australian companies and their Not-For-Profit (NFP) partners. Participants were asked identical questions, but the questions are designed so that responses are open-ended. The questions were-self designed based on the previous literature reviews in order to address our research questions (see Table 5 for a list of interview questions). The interviews were carried out over a period of eight months. We aimed to achieve data saturation during our data analysis process (Creswell, 1998) . Thus, the final sample consists of 27 managers from a mix of industries (see Table 4 ). The majority of companies interviewed are listed in the Australian Security Exchange, while two companies are a subsidiary of a holding company listed in the United Kingdom Stock Exchange.
In order to address the issue of validity and reliability in qualitative work (Belk & Wallendorf, 1989; Lincoln & Guba, 1985) , transcripts were sent to each respondent to check for accuracy and necessary changes. We also complemented our analysis of each company with external CSR or CCI reports published by the company as well as internal surveys and guidelines from the organisation. The interview data were subjected to the three-phase analysis method as suggested by Miles & Huberman (1994) , data reduction, data display and conclusion drawing. We debriefed our analysis by periodically meeting with colleagues to critique and question our emerging interpretation. Finally, the findings have been sent to the informants for comment as part of the 'member check' process. The purpose of this process was to present the research findings to the company's managers to check the credibility of the analysis and to examine if the findings reflected the managers own experiences and perception toward challenges in measuring CCI.
Insert Table 4 About Here
Findings and Discussions
The qualitative study revealed a number of themes related to the drivers and measurement challenges of CCI. We present the themes that cut across the interviews based on the research questions below. Company and respondent' names are not identified for confidentiality reasons.
1.
Theme 1: Compliance motive as employee engagement tools
Instead of being externally motivated, a compliance motive overwhelmingly appeared in the analysis. Most companies suggested that the main driver for launching a CCI initiative is to motivate and comply with their employees. As dormant stakeholders, employees are considered the most important stakeholders in various CCI activities. It shows that companies serve the interests of others through CCI but also ultimately serve their own selfinterest through various benefits which eventually allows them to retain and attract the best employees (Swanson 1995; Zappalà 2004) . The search to give workers meaning is still one of the drivers behind CCI. Recent studies of CEOs in Australia shows that the demands of young people in the firm to be comfortable with CSR (which include CCI), with many seeking to express their personal altruism through the workplace. Expectations of staff, especially young people, form a major and growing driver of CCI. Therefore, by associating themselves with community issues, companies demonstrate their concern for the community, which has internal and external benefits (Cave, 2002) . The findings confirm other studies by Fukukawa, Balmer, & Gray (2007) and Hess & Warren (2008) that CCI is being used as an employee engagement tool which allows companies to retain and attract the best employees. 
Theme 2: Competition motive in order to enhance reputation
Some respondents reveal that they are also concerned about their relationships with other group members and pressure from other companies. They want to be perceived as a good corporate citizen by stakeholders. Corporate reputations are strongly linked to the market value of a company, which is important to shareholders (Dowling, 2006) . To appease shareholders or 'definitive stakeholders' (Mitchel et al., 1997) , CCI is also being used as a tool to improve corporate reputation. The results show that perceptions of external stakeholders are considered important. Interestingly, some of the financial companies reveal that public perception of banks is not good enough. Therefore, through CCI, companies try to improve their reputation in order to build long-term sustainable businesses into the future.
Many companies have long sought to be good corporate citizens through involvement with the local or wider community. CCI is perceived to be able to provide a greater benefit to corporate reputation assets than does traditional corporate philanthropy (Hess et al., 2002) .
It is recognised as improving corporate reputation and brand recognition. However, as this study is focusing on CCI, profit and self-motivated motives did not appear strongly in this study. These companies explain: 
Why are corporations unable to measure the social impact of their CCI?
The previous findings reveal that large companies are still struggling to measure their CCI impact despite strong financial resources. This study found three challenges in regards to measuring the impact of CCI.
Theme 1: Lack of interest in measuring the social impact of CCI
Companies show disinterest in measuring the social impact of an initiative with little effort made by the organisations to measure the impact of CCI. Some of these companies tried to produce reports on their CCI activities. However they have doubts about who actually reads all these reports. CCI is seen as inconsistent with contributing positively to corporate sustainability and long-run financial return. Managers have indicated that they have little knowledge of the value of measuring a particular CCI impact or the interest of their stakeholders.
"We are not big on evaluation in terms of a scientific-based evaluation and academic-based valuation, we certainly monitor our organizations." (Head of the Foundation, Financials company). "We wouldn't actually bother with measuring any outputs, it's not worth it, it costs more on sponsorship, and how do you ascertain whether it's been effective or not, I don't know." (Manager, Regulatory Affairs and Policy Personal Lines Insurances, Financials company).
In addition, some managers commented that the business value and worth of CCI was hardest to achieve at a senior management level. A lack of knowledge in the area contributed to resistance from senior management. Since CCI impact is concerned with transparency, accountability and performance, it is important for the CCI decision-making structure to be supported by senior management because it requires intensive corporate commitment (Lewis, 2003) . Lack of interest at the senior management level will eventually affect the rest of the management team. These companies explain:
"Lack of buy-in and support from the senior management team. If it's not driven from the top, top down approach, it's extremely hard, that's one obstacle."( CSR Manager, energy company). "I think one of the challenges is helping senior management understand it's not just about philanthropy and it's not just about doing good or it's not just about giving money away, it's about engaged and imbedded philanthropy or engaged an imbedded partnerships that both deliver a community good, a not for profit or community organisational benefit and a business benefit. It should be a threefold outcome for everyone." (National Manager, Telecommunications Company ).
Furthermore, when there is no interest in social impact measurement, adding extra hours and effort to measure the impact of CCI can be considered a distraction from their daily Measuring an impact is still perceived as 'well worth' having if possible but was not seen as essential. Companies have not seen the benefit of measuring the social impact of a project. They are more interested in measuring the business benefits toward their corporations such as feedback from projects, employee attitude, community stakeholders' attitude and internal customer satisfaction. This could be attributed to the fact that the drivers of many CCI initiatives are strongly associated with improving 'corporate ethical identity' or the set of behaviours, communications and stances that are representative of an organization's ethical attitudes and beliefs' (Fukukawa et al., 2007, p. 37) . Subsequently, we found that lack of interest in measuring the social impact of CCI might lead to the next challenge where companies are not dedicating adequate resources to address this issue. Whether companies measure the effectiveness or impact of their CCI is another indicator that they see such activity as a key part of their overall business. (Peters, 2001) . For example, a significant challenge to measuring the impact of CCI is causality. It is very difficult to state definitively that a positive social impact was caused solely by a specific set of CCI or because of other factors.
There are perceptions that social impact cannot be measured, not clearly defined, and is considered work in progress. These companies explain:
"So I guess that would be the main challenge is to separate exactly how much of that particular person's situation is directly benefited by our involvement or whether other factors are causing it as well." (Financial, Sustainability Manager, Financials company) .
"That is probably the single hardest thing to do. Because how do you measure whether you've improved social cohesion for example?."(Project Director, Material company).
The task is made even more difficult when it is realised that many social impacts are seen over a long time. Many of the recipients are no longer connected to the organisations.
The nature of most CCI initiatives is as a one-off activity. Once the recipients joined the program, they are expected to graduate and not return to the program anymore. For example:
in a drug rehabilitation program for youth; the youth are trained and expected to be independently free from drugs. Once they are free from drugs, they no longer need assistance from the organisation which makes it challenging to relate them to community investment, as argued by this manager: Consequently, the majority of social reporting is qualitative. The social impacts of CCI tend to be easily measured qualitatively as opposed to quantitatively. Qualitative information refers to the description of activities that the company has actually conducted and reflects how the company has implemented certain initiatives (Global Reporting Initiative, 2008) . Therefore, most CCI impact was measured by anecdotal evidence such as a short case story gathered by NFP partners who have been benefiting from CCI initiatives. This company explains:
"It's pretty visible, and you do get anecdotal feedback back and you get loads of thanks and things like that." (General Manager Corporate Affairs, Materials company). "I don't think that we have one really robust impact assessment tool that we can use that makes all of that hang together yet. I think we're still telling individual stories from within the programs and then surmising a lot about the total picture, but we don't really have a concrete impact assessment methodology for the whole program." (Project Director, Materials company).
However, a critique might be that some companies use this story to divert attention away from the issues of social impact or 'greenwash' their current operations (Adams & Evans, 2004) . In addition to reporting their CCI impact through stories, companies also attempt to measure outputs of their CCI with what is visible and convenient to them, such as how much money is invested, how many employees are involved and how many organisations received their assistance. Unfortunately, the measurements that are easiest to report are not always the most informative (Chatterji & Levine, 2006) . Most companies still undervalue and under record the total amount of contributions they make to the community.
In many cases, companies don't track the full amount of philanthropic grants they make because grants are embedded in budgets across various departments, business lines, and sites.
The problem gets worse when companies try to track non-cash contributions such as in-kind There are various other approaches used by companies. Some make use of a ratio to put some metrics together and get a sense of what is being accomplished. This is assessed against internally established targets. However, it shows that some of the targets and goals are usually very vague and cannot be measured easily (e.g., being a good neighbour in the community, maintaining a good relationship with the community). Others chose to enlist the services of a third party to assess impact based on a set of agreed criteria. Some companies are becoming a member of external organisations which focus on community involvement.
However, some companies who have attempted to link their core competencies with their CCI activities tend to measure the impact of their CCI initiatives. In this study, the most prominent third party CCI organisation which appeared the most during the interview is the London Benchmarking Group (LBG). The aim of this group is to guide large companies on how to give something back to the community. Companies are able to track their investment involving everything from money and in-kind donations to employee participation (London Benchmarking Group, 2008 While the literature suggests that companies need to measure the impact of their CCI, various metrics suitable for social impact measurement are not widely known to companies and when managers are faced with the numerous metrics of non-financial performance measurement systems, the natural response is to ignore them (Chatterji & Levine, 2006) .
Many social indicator metrics are still at the early developmental stage with only limited numbers of firms measuring such issues in a consistent and frequent manner (Suggett & Goodsir, 2002) . Chatterji & Levine (2006) contend that there are still no generally accepted models and tools for auditing the social impact of CCI initiatives. Although the Global
Reporting Initiatives (GRI) and LBG have made a significant contribution to provide guidelines for measuring social impact, these organisations do not provide an overarching approach to measure the social impact of CCI. As a result of this non-agreement on the best set of metrics, combined with inherent difficulties in understanding and defining what social impact is, the organisations only emphasise the elements and aspects of 'social' which best suit them (Sriramesh, et al., 2009; Henderson, 2001 ).
Other Findings
The purpose of this section is to address the research questions and discuss other findings found in this study. The section begins by first reiterating the propositions and then presenting the other findings. This section ends with a discussion of the implications of the propositions and other findings on the existing CCI practices and research. Below are the propositions:
Why do companies decided to undertake and measure a CCI initiative in the community?
Proposition 1 : Stakeholders' salience and negative externality will influence companies' motives toward CCI initiatives and influence their propensity to measure and report the impact of their initiatives.
Proposition 2
: Increased alignment between CCI initiatives with the core business will increase the effectiveness of CCI initiatives and therefore increase companies' propensity to report and measure the impact of their initiatives.
Proposition 3
: Partnership with not-for-profit organizations will increase the effectiveness of CCI initiatives and therefore increase managers' propensity to measure and report the impact of their initiatives.
Why are corporations unable to measure the social impact of their CCI?
Proposition 4 : Social impact measurements are strongly influenced by the availability of an agreed measurement tool.
Proposition 5 : The inclusion of social impact measurement will increase the authenticity of a firm's CCI program perceived by the organisations.
The findings mostly support our propositions, it shows that reporting activities are higher when they are aimed at higher salience stakeholders with power, urgency and legitimacy (i.e., shareholders) versus lower salience stakeholders with power and legitimacy (i.e., employee) or stakeholders who possess legitimacy only (i.e., recipients). Companies heavily publicize their financial investment in CCI, to show commitments to higher salience stakeholders, while the impact on the CCI recipients as lower salience stakeholders are less understood. Studies show that stakeholders seek information not only of firms CSR or CCI activities but also about the social impact of those practices (Wood, 1991 The study suggests that CCI has slowly moved away from traditional corporate philanthropy in the form of cash donations to developing longer-term, multifaceted partnerships with Not-for-profit organisations (community-business partnerships). The findings with respect to this area suggest that community-business partnerships are becoming a central element of the CCI practices of large companies. However, cash donation, goods and services in kind, and employee times remain important elements of companies' CCI policies and programs and they are increasingly undertaken within the framework of strategic partnerships with not-for-profit organisations (Zappalà & Lyons, 2008) . Nevertheless, increased partnerships do not always lead to increased measurement. Consequently, we offer new findings:
Proposition 2
: Increased alignment between CCI initiatives with the core business will increase manager's propensity to measure the impact of their initiatives due to their familiarity and expertise with the activities.
Proposition 3a
: Partnerships with not-for-profit organizations will increase the effectiveness of CCI initiatives however the partnerships will not always increase managers' propensities to measure the impact of their initiatives.
Proposition 3b
: Companies who are unable to measure outputs with respect to business and community benefit will rely primarily on anecdotal information to demonstrate these benefits.
These findings are consistent with those of previous studies. A recent report that assessed how Australia's 50 largest publicly listed companies report on their CCI found that almost 90 per cent failed to comprehensively measure the value of their CCI programs (ACCA, 2010) . While most companies recognised the strategic importance of their CCI and provided some public reporting of it, most of the disclosure related to inputs rather than outcomes. While most companies understood the strategic importance of their CCI and attempted to provide some public reporting, most of the disclosure relates to inputs rather than outcomes.
Studies showed that consumers have a lack of confidence toward companies' CCI claims due to attributions of self-interest to companies' actions (Barone et al., 2000; Forehand & Grier, 2003; Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Webb & Mohr, 1998; Pomering & Lester, 2009 ). Providing specific impact measurement will distinguish between companies that are committed to CCI and those that opportunistically exploit the concept (Wood, 1991) .
Therefore, we offer new findings:
Proposition 4a
: Social impact measurements are strongly related to the support and interest of the senior management. Lack of measurement indicates lack of support, time and interest from the senior level management.
Proposition 4b
: Social impact measurements are strongly influenced by the complexity of the activities and the availability of an agreed measurement tool.
Proposition 5
: The inclusion of social impact measurements which show benefits to both company and community suggesting long term commitments toward CCI will increase the authenticity of firm's CCI program perceived by the organisations.
Conclusions and Limitations
The stakeholder approach is essential because organisations that address stakeholders' concerns perform better than firms that do not address these interests (Polonsky & Scott, 2005) . This stakeholder perspective puts the organisation at the centre of a network of stakeholders. As Mitchell et al. (1997) proposed, the key to considering appropriately identified and salience stakeholders were related to the stakeholders' power, legitimacy and urgency. The study makes several empirical and theoretical contributions by: (1) providing evidence on the impact of stakeholder's salience toward CCI activities; (2) this study also reveals that many CCI initiatives in Australia are still based on "responsive CSR" or that the company is trying to become a good corporate citizen with strong trends toward strategic CSR (Porter & Kramer 2007) . It shows that the drivers of CCI are associated with providing tools to appease various stakeholders through employee engagement and reputation enhancing activities; (3) our findings also support public choice theory where companies are first motivated chiefly by self-interest instead of maximizing public interests. As a result, it still largely remains the case that many CCI initiatives reported by companies merely emphasise the dollars spent or time dedicated by staff on a particular project rather than discussing the social impact an initiative has had on the target community. When combined with a lack of support and interest from senior management, these factors will contribute to the mounting challenges faced by companies in measuring the social impact of their CCI; (4) the findings show that companies are ill-equipped to measure their impact on community welfare, social cohesion or other benefits of community involvement. This is so because the current indicators of social impact measurement (e.g., LBG, GRI) have not been shown to be valid measures of social impact (Waddock & Graves, 1997; Porter & Kramer, 2007) .
We offer suggestions in response to our research questions. Academics, managers of corporations and NFP managers need to create greater consensus on what should be measured and which metrics to use in measuring the social impact of CCI. It is difficult to compare the results between companies when the majority of them do not apply the same standard of measurement with regard to their CCI. With simple, yet comparable measurement tools across businesses, companies and NFPs with limited resources can measure the social impact of their initiatives (Chatterji & Levine, 2006 , Maio, 2003 .
Finally, as in most research, this research has limitations that affect our interpretation of the findings, while at the same time suggesting directions for future research. First, the qualitative data are collected from a few Australian companies, which means that findings cannot be generalized to ccompanies outside this continent as their legal, social, and cultural environments are likely to influence their CCI investments. Second, the complementary quantitative data are only from a small size sample. Moreover, we are consciously focusing on a group that has taken a keen interest in CCI and their participation in the CRI is a sign of this -in this respect the sample is weighted towards companies that have accepted the merits and necessity of CCI. Therefore, it might not be a representative sample. Further research might look at the long-term benefits of social impact measurement from the perspective of organisations and recipients. Doing so is an essential process in determining whether a CCI initiative is actually making a difference. There is a need to develop measures that are able to track social impacts over time. An impact measure that would seek to demonstrate that a strategy has impact and is generalizable to other contexts has great value to the field and is worthy of companies' support. Table 3 . Overview of main findings concerning CSR/ CCI consequences
Main Findings Source
Consequences Empirical research
Positive impact on profit Margolish & Walsh, 2001; Du, Sen, & Bhattacharya, 2008 Positive impact on the present value of a firm's cash flow Hamilton et al., 1993; Waddock & Graves, 1997; McWilliam & Siegel, 2001 , Godfrey, 2005 Corporate social irresponsibility increase public cynicism Aman, 2001; Cropanzano, et al., 2003 Increases positive attitude toward the company and/or the brand Lichtenstein et al., 2004; Kotler and Lee, 2005 Increase in social participation and attitude to public & private sectors Murray & Vogel, 1997 , Goddard, 2005 An Insurance policy in crisis situations Dawar & Pillutla, 2000 Positive "spill over" effects to strategic alliances Ross et al., 1992; Cornwell & Smith, 2001 ; (sponsorship, co-branding, not for profit organisation(s)) Lafferty & Goldsmith, 2005 Social licence to operate & create sustainable competitiveness Ellis, 1984; Wheelams, 2007 Conceptual research Positive effects to strategic alliances Austin, 2000; Beckman, 2007 
